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BEFORE THE PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION OF THE STATE OF

CALIFORNIA

Order Instituting Rulemaking to Consider Adoption of

a General Order and Procedures to Implement the

Digital Infrastructure and Video Competition Act of

2006

R.06-10-005

COMMENTS OF THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK ON PROPOSED

DECISION

Pursuant to Rule 14.3 of the Commission’s Rules of Practice and Procedure The

Utility Reform Network (“TURN”) submits these Comments on the Proposed Decision

(“PD”) of Commissioner Chong in the above-captioned proceeding.

I. INTRODUCTION

While the PD has proposed some major changes, as compared to the Order

Instituting Investigation (“OIR”), in the regulatory scheme for implementing the Digital

Infrastructure and Video Competition Act of 2006 (“DIVCA”), TURN still has several

significant concerns.  Among TURN’s concerns with the  OIR were the its failure to

address enforcement of the critical DIVCA prohibitions on cross-subsidization and

discrimination and enforcement of the build-out requirements. While the PD does a better

job of addressing some of these issues, in comparison, the PD’s treatment of enforcing

the prohibition on cross-subsidization is effectively non-existent.
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TURN is also very concerned with the PD’s interpretation of the Commission’s

statutory authority and responsibilities, and the PD’s position that the Commission’s role

in implementing DIVCA is primarily ministerial. This narrow interpretation is reflected

in numerous instances, with the most significant being the rejection of any opportunity

for parties to protest video applications; the limited access to “confidential” data; the

limited role the PD sees for DRA particularly with regard to information access; and the

PD’s conclusion that it lacks authority to grant intervenor compensation in the “video

services context.” TURN will discuss these issues in our comments below.1

II. THE PD’S PROPOSALS FOR ENSURING NO CROSS-SUBSIDIZATION

ARE INSUFFICIENT

In the case of the build-out and anti-discrimination requirements, the PD provides

that

The Commission will undertake significant monitoring for enforcement of

the antidiscrimination and build-out requirements. Although the Commission

will provide public reports regarding video and broadband services “on an

aggregated basis,” each state video franchise holder will report to the

Commission the data underlying the public reports at a high level of

disaggregation. On a confidential basis, the Commission’s staff will study this

disaggregated data closely, in order to determine and track the progress that each

franchisee is making towards fulfilling its build-out requirements.2

TURN believes that the approach described above is better than that proposed in the OIR.

The PD at least now provides for mandatory, detailed reporting followed by close

examination of the data and tracking and monitoring. Yet, with regard to cross-

subsidization, an issue that TURN submits is as important as the antidiscrimination and

build-out requirements (and one that the Legislature thought important enough to include

                                                  
1 TURN’s Proposed Corrections to Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law is attached as Attachment 1.

2 Proposed Decision of Commissioner Chong (“PD”), pp. 167-168.
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in DIVCA), the PD inexplicably takes a much more sanguine approach. Rather than

collecting highly detailed and disaggregated data and closely examining it, the PD relies

primarily on the provisions of the Uniform Regulatory Framework (“URF”) decision,

D.06-08-030, and provisions in DIVCA that freeze basic residential rates for two years as

an assurance that no cross-subsidization will occur.3 What this approach fails to consider

is that pursuant to DIVCA franchises are valid for ten years, yet the residential rate freeze

expires on January 1, 2009. There is nothing in the PD to prevent the URF telephone

companies from taking the costs associated with video build-outs and cross-subsidizing

them by raising basic rates after January 1, 2009. If the Commission does not track the

costs associated with video deployment now, it will have no baseline to assess cross-

subsidization after the rate freeze is terminated.

The PD also appears to rely on the Federal Communications Commission’s

(“FCC”) Part 64 regulations that require the accounting separation of telecommunications

costs from the non-telecommunications costs for telecommunications utilities, such as

Verizon, AT&T, and SureWest.4 However, there is a significant issue associated with

whether the FCC requires compliance with Part 64 for its reporting practices.  For

example, DSL service is an information service.  Information services are unregulated,

thus the portion of investments in plant associated with DSL should be allocated, under

Part 64, to the unregulated side.  However, in its September 2005 "Wireline Broadband

Order", (FCC 05-150), the FCC states:   

"In this Order, we allow the non-common carrier provision of wireline broadband

Internet access transmission that we previously have treated as regulated,

                                                  
3 PD, p. 177.

4 PD, p. 175.
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interstate special access service, but we do not preemptively deregulate any

service currently regulated by any state.   Therefore, as specified in section 32.23

of our rules, the provision of this transmission is to be classified as a regulated

activity under part 64 “until such time as the Commission decides otherwise.”  

We do not “decide otherwise” at this time because we find that the costs of

changing the federal accounting classification of the costs underlying this

transmission would outweigh any potential benefits and that section 254(k) of the

Act does not mandate such a change.5

This was a rather significant action on the part of the FCC, essentially arguing that the

254(k) provisions (i.e. the ban on cross-subsidization in the Communications Act) could

be satisfied even though the new investments in the "competitive" and unregulated DSL

service would remain on the regulated books of account for the Incumbent Local

Exchange Companies (“ILECs”).

Further, as TURN discussed in our Comments on the OIR6 and was dismissed by

the PD, the carriers may not be complying with the Part 64 rules.  How AT&T can roll

out significant amounts of extra fiber, and not increase its reported unregulated

investments, in light of its widely publicized efforts to deploy video services, should be

of great concern to this Commission, especially in light of the URF framework. The

effect of Part 64 not being enforced in a reasonable fashion by the FCC, combined with

carriers not complying with Part 64 on a consistent basis, should not leave the

Commission with a feeling of comfort regarding potential cross-subsidization, but rather

just the opposite. Thus, the Commission should do more then the meager proposals in the

PD.  Cable and Wire Facilities (“C&WF”) are the 800 pound gorilla when it comes to

cost allocation and the potential for cross subsidy.  Portions of the same C&WF that are

                                                  
5 Appropriate Framework for Broadband Access to the Internet over Wireline Facilities, Universal Service

Obligations of Broadband Providers, CC Docket No. 02-33, Report and Order FCC 05-150 (Sept. 23,

2005), para. 130.

6 See Comments of The Utility Reform Network (Oct. 25, 2006), pp. 10-12 (TURN Comments).
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used to provide basic voice are now also associated with DSL and video.  However, Part

64 with regard to C&WF is stuck at a 25% allocator for the interstate jurisdiction. 

According to the FCC's 1986 Joint Cost Order, states are free to change allocation for

intrastate ratemaking purposes.7  It would be entirely reasonable for the Commission to

develop its own allocation approach as a means of pursuing just and reasonable rates for

telephone services, and thus helping to prevent cross subsidy between video and

telephone service.  At a minimum, the Commission should address this allocation issue

when evaluating such issues as rate increases associated with local service, or whether it

will be reasonable to implement a new rate freeze, or other cross-subsidy protection

mechanism, following the expiration of the URF rate freeze.8

The PD also relies on the Commission’s tariff-review authority to assuage

concerns about cross-subsidization, stating that “Tariffing entails special Commission

reviews, which give us the opportunity to reject or suspend any price increases that lead

to cross subsidization.”9  The PD goes on to talk about the advice letter process stating,

“The Commission need only reject the advice letter if it determines a proposed rate

increase will result in unlawful cross-subsidization. Alternatively, if need be, the

Commission may rescind any non-complying tariff that goes into effect.” What the PD

fails to mention, however, is that D.06-08-030 allows the carriers to file advice letters on

one day’s notice, which is insufficient time for the Commission the engage in a fact-

based analysis of cross-subsidization, especially with no data on costs. The PD also fails

                                                  
7 Separation of Costs of Regulated Telephone Service from Costs of Nonregulated Activities, CC Docket

No. 86-111, Report and Order, 2 FCC Rcd 1298 (1986).

8 TURN urges the Commission to reconsider the recommendations made in the TURN Comments at pp.

13-16 for assessing and monitoring cross-subsidization.

9 PD, p. 176.
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to account for the fact that while detariffing has not yet occurred, the Commission has

clearly stated its intent to eliminate tariffing.10

So, while the PD states “we remain vigilant in our efforts” to ensure no cross-

subsidization, no matter how strong or well-meaning that intent, there is nothing to

support the necessary follow-through if that intent is to become action. As the PD

chastises “Our enforcement will be based on what applicants do, not their initial

intentions.” But how is the Commission to assess carrier actions without collecting and

analyzing any data? Similarly, the PD provides that not only may the Commission

instigate an investigation into cross-subsidization, but that “local governments or

individual consumers, among others, may also bring cross-subsidization complaints to the

Commission.”  How is this anything other than a meaningless promise or, even worse, an

attempt to meet the statute’s requirement with a promise for future action that the

Commission has reason to know it could never meet, given that the PD would leave

parties without any access to information that could substantiate such a complaint?

III. THE PD’S INTERPRETATION OF THE COMMISSION’S STATUTORY

AUTHORITY AND RESPONSIBILITIES UNDER DIVCA IS OVERLY

NARROW

In most cases, the PD takes the narrowest view possible in interpreting the

Commission’s statutory authority and responsibilities under DIVCA. As part of that

interpretation the PD finds the Commission’s role is primarily ministerial (although that

term is never used in DIVCA). Based on this narrow interpretation, the PD provides that

there is no role for protests of video applications; limits access to “confidential” data;

                                                  
10 See for example D.06-08-030 FOF 77 (“We can rely upon market forces, rather than regulatory

proceedings concerning tariffing and contracting practices…) and COL 34 (“There is no public interest in

maintaining outmoded tariffing procedures that require review of cost data and delay service provision to

customers and this practice should end.”).



8

limits the role of the Division of Ratepayer Advocates (“DRA”); and finds that the

Commission lacks authority to grant intervenor compensation in the “video services

context.”

In each of these cases there is no clear, absolute language in DIVCA that would

lead to the result proposed in the PD. Rather, all these areas are subject to interpretation

by the Commission and the PD has chosen the most restrictive interpretation possible.

Unfortunately, in each case, the PD’s interpretation has the direct result of eliminating

meaningful participation by consumers and consumer representatives.

Further, the PD’s interpretation completely ignores the Legislature’s mandate in

DIVCA where, in Sec. 5810(a)(2)(G) it provides that one of the principles underlying the

legislation was to “Maintain all existing authority of the California Public Utilities

Commission as established in state and federal statutes.” Thus, unless specifically

rejected in DIVCA, TURN submits that the Commission has ample authority to permit

many if not all the typical processes available in Commission proceedings, albeit with

certain accommodations to meet specific statutory parameters. Thus, for example, the PD

hides behind the fact that DIVCA mandates a proscribed time frame for reviewing and

issuing applications. Yet it is certainly within the Commission’s existing authority to

create a truncated protest process that would be capable of meeting the DIVCA time table

and still provide meaningful participation by interested and affected parties. Receiving a

statewide video franchise represents an enormous business opportunity for franchisees,

yet the PD envisions granting these wealth-creating opportunities with little review and

oversight to verify whether the public benefits of state-wide franchise authority are

accruing to all Californians. That is not what the Legislature intended by passing DIVCA.
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In spite of the narrow reading of its authority and responsibilities, the PD, in

certain situations, finds that the Commission has broader authority with respect to issues

that the PD deems worthy of such expansion. For example, with reference to labor

reporting requirements, the PD states, “While submission of this information is outside of

the scope of the tightly prescribed application process, we find that this reporting

requirement is necessary for ongoing enforcement of DIVCA labor provisions.”11

Similarly, the PD finds that it has authority to “impose additional reporting

requirements,” noting that “We, like DRA, find that ‘it is necessary that the Commission

be able to obtain information above and beyond that which is specifically enumerated in

[DIVCA] in order to fulfill its statutory duties under’ the Act.”12 While TURN supports

these conclusions, they demonstrate that the Commission is not as hamstrung by DIVCA

as the PD finds in most other areas.

In other cases, the PD, not even attempting to rely on DIVCA or statutory

interpretation, curtails access to information by either declaring that such data is

confidential or creating barriers to the accessibility of such information. For example, the

PD declares that disaggregated broadband and video services data will be deemed

confidential and released “only if we determine that the disclosure of the data is made as

provided for pursuant to Section 583.”13 While TURN appreciates the need for

confidentiality of “competitively sensitive” data, non-market participants such as TURN

have almost always had access to such information so long as an appropriate non-

disclosure agreement has been executed. In D.06-06-066, the Commission extolled the

                                                  
11 PD, p. 60.

12 PD, p. 144.

13 PD, p. 138.
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work of intervenor groups such as TURN, and found that there is “no basis to restrict

non-market participants to receiving only aggregated or redacted information…as long as

they agree to a protective order or confidentiality agreement where there is a need to

protect the data”14 While that case dealt with electric procurement, the principal applies

here as well.

In a similar vein, the PD restricts DRA access to data the Commission will be

collecting in due course forcing DRA to send a letter to the Commission’s Executive

Director asking access for a particular report.15 Forcing consumer representatives,

whether DRA, TURN, or any other such party to jump through hoops to receive access to

information totally ignores standard, time-honored Commission practice and exerts a

chilling effect upon these groups’ participation.  As the Commission held in D.06-06-

066,

We therefore reject AReM/CNEs’ premise that Commission-only or

government-agency-only analysis of ESP (or other) data is better than

examination by government plus outside non-market groups. Part of what

gives our processes legitimacy is participation from outside groups in our

decision making process. With their participation, we consider diverse

viewpoints, examine concerns, and develop a fuller record in support of

our decisions.16

IV. THE PD COMMITS LEGAL ERROR IN DETERMINING THAT THE

COMMISSION LACKS STATUTORY AUTHORITY TO GRANT INTERVENOR

COMPENSATION “IN THE VIDEO SERVICES CONTEXT”

                                                  
14 D.06-06-066, Interim Opinion Implementing Senate Bill No. 1488 Relating to Confidentiality of

Electric Procurement Data Submitted to the Commission in R.05-06-04 (June 29, 2006), p. 58-59.

15 Amazingly, while the PD prides itself with adhering to the specific language of the legislation, the PD

completely ignores the requirement of Sec. 5900(k) which states that DRA “shall have access to any

information in possession of the commission…”

16 D.06-06-066,  p. 58.
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The PD would have the Commission determine that it lacks authority to grant

intervenor compensation to otherwise eligible intervenors participating in Commission

proceedings “concerning DIVCA.” While the only Conclusion of Law on point merely

states that “DIVCA does not permit the Commission to order a grant of intervenor

compensation,”17 the discussion section suggests that the DIVCA provisions must be

read together with the intervenor compensation statute to support such a conclusion.  To

the contrary, reading the relevant statutory sections demonstrates only that the

Commission would commit legal error if it creates such a broad prohibition on intervenor

compensation for participation in a Commission proceeding.

The intervenor compensation statute is very clear on this point.  Section 1801

describes the article’s purpose as “provid[ing] compensation for [fees and costs] to public

utility customers of participation or intervention in any proceeding of the commission.”

[emphasis added]  And Section 1803 is mandatory:  “The commission shall award

[reasonable fees and costs] of preparation for and participation in a hearing or

proceeding” if the customer complies with Section 1804, demonstrates a substantial

contribution to the Commission’s order or decision, and meets the “significant financial

hardship” standard. [emphasis added]  And Section 1802(f) defines “proceeding” in a

manner that refers only to the matter being the subject of a formal proceeding before the

Commission, without any mention of whether the subject of that proceeding is a public

utility for purposes of the statute.18  Thus, the statutory language most relevant to

                                                  
17 PD Conclusion of Law 132.

18 The Commission has awarded intervenor compensation to public utility customers for their work in

proceedings where public utility service was not directly at issue, such as the rulemaking on intervenor

compensation (D.00-02-044, issued in R.97-01-009/I.97-01-010) and the rulemaking on revising General

Order 96 (D.05-05-007, issued in R.98-07-038).
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eligibility focuses on whether the Commission is engaged in a formal proceeding, rather

than whether a regulated utility is involved in the proceeding, contrary to the PD.19

Nothing in DIVCA directs a different outcome on this subject.  It’s true that the

definition of a video service provider in Section 5840(a) prohibits the Commission from

imposing “any requirement on any holder of a state franchise except as expressly

provided in this division.”  It is also irrelevant, since the intervenor compensation

requirement is imposed by statute, not by the Commission.  The Legislature could have,

but did not, include the intervenor compensation statutes in the list of statutes specified in

that section to not apply to holders of a state franchise.  The reasonable conclusion is that

the statutes omitted from that list do apply.  Further damage to the PD’s attempt to blame

DIVCA for this outcome is done by Section 5810(a)(2)(G), which sets out the principle

that the legislation should “maintain all existing authority of the [Commission] as

established in state and federal statute.”

The PD’s suggestion that DIVCA “does not permit” intervenor compensation

suggests that the legislature intended to eliminate intervenor compensation even as it

excluded the associated statutes from the list of those that do not apply to holders of a

state franchise, and explicitly maintained all other statutory authority.  The far more

logical and only legally defensible reading is 1) DIVCA does not address, much less

prohibit, the granting of intervenor compensation, and 2) the intervenor compensation

statutes direct an award of compensation if the participation occurs in a “proceeding” and

the other eligibility requirements are met.

                                                  
19 “Like Verizon, we find that these statutes limit the intervenor compensation program to proceedings

involving utilities.”  PD, p. 197 [emphasis added].
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Given that the Commission just revised its approach to funding awards under such

circumstances, the uncertainty surrounding who would pay an award of intervenor

compensation in a video franchise application proceeding may be a matter of frustration

for an agency.  It does not, however, have any bearing on the question of whether an

award is permitted under DIVCA or the intervenor compensation statutes.  The PD cites

with favor Verizon’s reference to Section 1807 in support of the argument that intervenor

compensation is available only when it is a “proceeding involving utilities.”20  But the

language here merely addresses the payment obligation that arises where the subject of

the hearing, investigation or proceeding is a public utility.  It would stretch that language

beyond the breaking point to interpret it as somehow directing that “proceedings” must

be limited to those “involving utilities” when the definition of “proceedings” set forth a

few sections prior does not include any such limitation.  At most, Section 1807 suggests

the Commission may need to rely upon the Intervenor Compensation Fund where the

DIVCA-related application or proceeding does not involve a regulated utility.

In summary, there is nothing in DIVCA or the intervenor compensation statutes

that suggests the Commission lacks the discretion to award intervenor compensation

where an eligible intervenor can demonstrate its substantial contribution to a decision

issued on a DIVCA application.  The PD seems to agree that the DIVCA applications

will raise issues of critical concern to the broad public.  Therefore, one would think,

public participation should be encouraged. In fact, the Commission just reaffirmed the

                                                  
20 PD, p. 197.
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important role of the intervenor compensation program “to ensure that the Commission

has a wide range of customer perspectives for its consideration in reaching a decision.”21

V. CONCLUSION

The PD represents an improvement over the proposals presented in the OIR.

However, the PD provides no comfort whatsoever that the Commission will establish

processes to enable it to enforce the prohibition on cross-subsidization. Further, the PD

goes out of its way to limit participation of the very citizens that DIVCA was created to

benefit. TURN respectfully urges the Commission to implement the modifications

proposed above so the vision of DICVA can be realized.

February 5, 2007 Respectfully submitted,

William R. Nusbaum

Senior Telecommunications Attorney

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

711 Van Ness Avenue, Suite 350

San Francisco, CA 9410

Phone: (415) 929-8876 x309

Fax: (415) 929-1132

Email: bnusbaum@turn.org

                                                  
21 Joint Commissioner and Administrative Law Judge’s Ruling Affirming Denial of Eligibility in R.06-05-

028, 1/29/07, p. 3, citing Re Commission’s Intervenor Compensation program, 79 CPUC 2d 628 (D98-04-

059).
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Attachment 1

TURN’s Proposed Corrections to the Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law
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Findings of Fact

24.  The Commission will receive deployment data at a high level of granularity

through reports that a franchisee must submit.  This data is subject to

confidentiality protections consistent with Public Utilities Code § 583, with the

exception that non-market participants can have access to such data so long as an

appropriate non-disclosure agreement has been executed.

45. Monitoring the actions of a franchisee through the Commission’s reporting

requirements will enable the Commission to determine whether a franchisee is

complying with the statute’s build-out and anti-discrimination and cross-

subsidization requirements and to take appropriate enforcement steps if it is not

complying.

67. Since DIVCA maintains all existing authority of the California Public Utilities

Commission as established in state and federal statutes

envisions only a ministerial role for the Commission in the review of an

application for a video franchise does it is not reasonable to permit protests of the

application, although on a truncated basis to comply with DIVCA deadlines.

68. It would not be feasible to entertain protests, responses to protests, and

Commission action to resolve the protests and still comply with during the short

period set by statute for the review of an application for a video franchise.

100. It is reasonable to release annual broadband and video data only if the

Commission determines that such a disclosure of the data will be made only “as

provided for pursuant to Section 583”, with the exception that non-market



17

participants can have access to such data so long as an appropriate non-disclosure

agreement has been executed.

129. It is reasonable for the Commission to undertake significant monitoring for

the enforcement of the anti-discrimination, and build-out and cross-subsidization

requirements as discussed herein.

136. Although the Commission has remained vigilant in enforcing existing

prohibitions on unlawful cross-subsidization of intrastate telecommunications

services, additional monitoring is required to assure that video services

deployment are not cross-subsidized by basic rates, especially after January 1.

2009.

137. The freezing of basic residential rates adopted in Public Utilities Code § 5950

ensures that there is no opportunity for basic residential rates to be increased to

support video service operations during the period of the freeze, but does not

adequately protect consumers after the rate freeze given that video franchises are

granted for ten year terms.

138. The Commission shall implement data collection, monitoring and auditing of

all costs associated with the deployment of video services by franchisees that also

provide, or intend to provide basic residential telephone services has reasonable

requirements in place to prevent unlawful cross-subsidization of video services as

discussed herein.
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139. The procedures discussed herein for investigation and sanctioning of the

unlawful cross-subsidization of video services are reasonable.

145. DRA shall be entitled access to the same information that is filed with the

Commission by franchise applicants and franchisees. The procedures adopted

herein whereby DRA shall request reports from the Executive Director of the

Commission are reasonable.

Conclusions of Law

48. While Public Utilities Code § 5840 does not explicitly provide for protests, it

is within the Commission’s discretion and authority to permit protests on a

truncated schedule so long as the deadlines of DIVCA are met.

53. There is no statutory basis for TURN’s assertion that DRA has a right to

protest an application for a video franchise.

54. TURN and Joint Cities misconstrue DIVCA when they assert that Public

Utilities Code § 5840(e)(1)(D) permits local entities to file protests.  It only

requires that local entities receive a copy of the application for a state franchise.

79. Pursuant to Pursuant to Public Utilities Code § 5960(d), annual broadband and

video data reported to the Commission shall be disclosed to the public only as

provided for pursuant to Public Utilities Code § 583, except that non-market

participants can have access to such data so long as an appropriate non-disclosure

agreement has been executed.
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120. Current federal and state law subject California telecommunications

companies to a variety of measures designed to prevent unlawful cross-

subsidization between telecommunications costs and non-telecommunications

costs. The Commission has ample authority to require video franchisees that also

provide, or intend to provide basic residential telephone services to submit data

reflecting all costs associated with the deployment of video services and the

Commission shall collect, monitor and audit that data to prevent unlawful cross-

subsidization between telecommunications costs and non-telecommunications

costs.

131. The procedures adopted herein whereby DRA shall be entitled access to the

same information that is filed with the Commission by franchise applicants and

franchisees request reports from the Executive Director of the Commission are

consistent with DIVCA.

132. There is nothing in DIVCA to preclude does not permit the Commission to

from ordering a grant of intervenor compensation.
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VERIZON                                   711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350          
711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 300            SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102                
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102                                                          
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
IZETTA C.R. JACKSON                       DAVID J. MILLER                         
OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY               ATTORNEY AT LAW                         
CITY OF OAKLAND                           AT&T CALIFORNIA                         
1 FRANK H. OGAWA PLAZA, 10TH FLR.         ROOM 2018                               
OAKLAND, CA  94103                        525 MARKET STREET                       
                                          SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105                
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
FASSIL FENIKILE                           SYREETA GIBBS                           
AT&T CALIFORNIA                           AT&T CALIFORNIA                         
525 MARKET STREET, ROOM 1925              525 MARKET STREET, 19TH FLOOR           
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105                  SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105                
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
TOM SELHORST                              ENRIQUE GALLARDO                        
AT&T CALIFORNIA                           LATINO ISSUES FORUM                     
525 MARKET STREET, 2023                   160 PINE STREET, SUITE 700              
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94105                  SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
MARK P. SCHREIBER                         PATRICK M. ROSVALL                      
ATTORNEY AT LAW                           ATTORNEY AT LAW                         
COOPER, WHITE & COOPER, LLP               COOPER, WHITE & COOPER LLP              
201 CALIFORNIA STREET, 17TH FLOOR         201 CALIFORNIA STREET, 17TH FLOOR       
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                  SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                
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WILLIAM L. LOWERY                         ALLEN S. HAMMOND, IV                    
MILLER VAN EATON, LLP                     PROFESSOR OF LAW                        
400 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 501          SANTA CLARA UNIVERSITY SHCOOL OF LAW    
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94121                  500 EL CAMINO REAL                      
                                          SANTA CLARA, CA  94305                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
JOSEPH S. FABER                           DOUGLAS GARRETT                         
ATTORNEY AT LAW                           COX COMMUNICATIONS                      
LAW OFFICE OF JOSEPH S. FABER             2200 POWELL STREET, STE. 1035           
3527 MT. DIABLO BLVD., SUITE 287          EMERYVILLE, CA  94608                   
LAFAYETTE, CA  94549                                                              
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
GLENN SEMOW                               JEFFREY SINSHEIMER                      
DIRECTOR STATE REGULATORY & LEGAL AFFAIR  CALIFORNIA CABLE & TELECOMMUNICATIONS   
CALIFORNIA CABLE & TELECOMMNICATIONS      360 22ND STREET, 750                    
360 22ND STREET, NO. 750                  OAKLAND, CA  94612                      
OAKLAND, CA  94612                                                                
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
LESLA LEHTONEN                            MARIA POLITZER                          
VP LEGAL & REGULATORY AFFAIRS             LEGAL DEPARTMENT ASSOCIATE              
CALIFORNIA CABLE TELEVISION ASSOCIATION   CALIFORNIA CABLE TELEVISION ASSOCIATION 
360 22ND STREET, NO. 750                  360 22ND STREET, NO. 750                
OAKLAND, CA  94612                        OAKLAND, CA  94612                      
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
MARK RUTLEDGE                             PHILIP KAMLARZ                          
TELECOMMUNICATIONS FELLOW                 CITY OF BERKELEY                        
THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE                 2180 MILVIA STREET                      
1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, SECOND FLR.       BERKELEY, CA  94704                     
BERKELEY, CA  94704                                                               
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
ROBERT GNAIZDA                            ALEXIS K. WODTKE                        
POLICY DIRECTOR/GENERAL COUNSEL           ATTORNEY AT LAW                         
THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE                 CONSUMER FEDERATION OF CALIFORNIA (CFC) 
1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, SECOND FLOOR      520 S. EL CAMINO REAL, STE. 340         
BERKELEY, CA  94704                       SAN MATEO, CA  94941                    
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
WILLIAM HUGHES                            GREG R. GIERCZAK                        
ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY                   EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR                      
CITY OF SAN JOSE                          SURE WEST TELEPHONE                     
16TH FLOOR                                PO BOX 969                              
200 EAST SANTA CLARA STREET               200 VERNON STREET                       
SAN JOSE, CA  95113-1900                  ROSEVILLE, CA  95678                    
                                                                                  



02/05/2007 12:09 PMCALIFORNIA PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION - SERVICE LISTS

Page 4 of 8http://www.cpuc.ca.gov/published/service_lists/R0610005_75016.htm

                                                                                  
PATRICK WHITNELL                          MARIE C. MALLIETT                       
LEAGUE OF CALIFORNIA CITIES               THE COMMUNICATIONS WORKERS OF AMERICA   
1400 K STREET                             2870 GATEWAY OAKS DRIVE, SUITE 100      
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                     SACRAMENTO, CA  95833-3509              
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  

Information Only

KEVIN SAVILLE                             ALOA STEVENS                            
ASSOCIATE GENERAL COUNSEL                 DIRECTOR, GOVERNMENT&EXTERNAL AFFAIRS   
CITIZENS/FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS          FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS                 
2378 WILSHIRE BLVD.                       PO BOX 708970                           
MOUND, MN  55364                          SANDY, UT  84070-8970                   
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
KEN SIMMONS                               LONNIE ELDRIDGE                         
ACTING GENERAL MANAGER                    DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY                    
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY             CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE                  
CITY HALL EAST, ROOM 1400                 CITY HALL EAST, SUITE 700               
200 N. MAIN STREET                        200 N. MAIN STREET                      
LOS ANGELES, CA  90012                    LOS ANGELES, CA  90012                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
RICHARD CHABRAN                           ROY MORALES                             
CALIFORNIA COMMUNITY TECHNOLOGY POLICY    CHIEF LEGISLATIVE ANALYST               
1000 ALAMEDA STREET, SUITE 240            CIYT OF LOS ANGELES                     
LOS ANGELES, CA  90012                    CITY HALL                               
                                          200 N. SPRING STREET, 2ND FLOOR         
                                          LOS ANGELES, CA  90012                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
STACY BURNETTE                            WILLIAM IMPERIAL                        
ACTING CABLE TELEVISION DIV. MANAGER      TELECOMMUNICATIONS REG. OFFICER         
INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY             INFORMATION TECHNOLOGY AGENCY           
CITY HALL EAST, ROOM 1255                 CITY HALL EAST, ROOM 1255               
200 N. MAIN STREET                        200 N. MAIN STREET                      
LOS ANGELES, CA  90012                    LOS ANGELES, CA  90012                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
GREG FUENTES                              JONATHAN L. KRAMER                      
11041 SANTA MONICA BLVD., NO.629          ATTORNEY AT LAW                         
LOS ANGELES, CA  90025                    KRAMER TELECOM LAW FIRM                 
                                          2001 S. BARRINGTON AVE., SUITE 306      
                                          LOS ANGELES, CA  90025                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
MICHAEL J. FRIEDMAN                       STEVEN LASTOMIRSKY                      
VICE PRESIDENT                            DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY                    
TELECOMMUNICATIONS MANAGEMENT CORP.       CITY OF SAN DIEGO                       
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5757 WILSHIRE BLVD., SUITE 645            1200 THIRD AVENUE, 11TH FLOOR           
LOS ANGELES, CA  90036                    SAN DIEGO, CA  92101                    
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
SUSAN WILSON                              AARON C. HARP                           
DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY                      OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY             
RIVERSIDE CITY ATTORNEY'S OFFICE          CITY OF NEWPORT BEACH                   
3900 MAIN STREET, 5TH FLOOR               3300 NEWPORT BLVD                       
RIVERSIDE, CA  92522                      NEWPORT BEACH, CA  92658-8915           
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
BOB WILSON                                CHRISTINE MAILLOUX                      
300 N. FLOWER STREET, 813                 ATTORNEY AT LAW                         
SANTA ANA, CA  92703-5000                 THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK              
                                          711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350          
                                          SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102                
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
WILLIAM K. SANDERS                        JEFFREY LO                              
DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY                      ASIAN LAW CAUCUS                        
OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY               939 MARKET STREET, SUITE 201            
1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE,ROOM 234  SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94103                
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-4682                                                     
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
MALCOLM YEUNG                             RANDLOPH W. DEUTSCH                     
STAFF ATTORNEY                            SIDLEY AUSTIN LLP                       
ASIAN LAW CAUCUS                          555 CALIFORNIA STREET, SUITE 2000       
939 MARKET ST., SUITE 201                 SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94104                
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94103                                                          
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
GREG STEPHANICICH                         MARGARET L. TOBIAS                      
RICHARDS, WATSON & GERSHON                TOBIAS LAW OFFICE                       
44 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 3800          460 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE                 
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94104-4811             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94107                
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
PETER A. CASCIATO                         NOEL GIELEGHEM                          
A PROFESSIONAL CORPORATION                COOPER, WHITE & COOPER LLP              
355 BRYANT STREET, SUITE 410              201 CALIFORNIA ST. 17TH FLOOR           
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94107                  SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111                
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
JOSE E. GUZMAN, JR.                       KATIE NELSON                            
NOSSAMAN GUTHNER KNOX & ELLIOTT LLP       DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE, LLP              
50 CALIFORNIA STREET, 34TH FLOOR          505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800        
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111-4799             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94111-6533           
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GRANT GUERRA                              WILLIAM L. LOWERY                       
PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY          MILLER VAN EATON, LLP                   
PO BOX 7442                               400 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 501        
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94120-7442             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94121                
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
GRANT KOLLING                             DAVID HANKIN                            
SENIOR ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY            VP, GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS                  
CITY OF PALO ALTO                         RCN CORPORATION                         
250 HAMILTON AVENUE, 8TH FLOOR            1400 FASHION ISLAND BLVD., SUITE 100    
PALO ALTO, CA  94301                      SAN MATEO, CA  94404                    
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
MARK T. BOEHME                            PETER DRAGOVICH                         
ASSISTANT CITY ATTORNEY                   ASSISTANT TO THE CITY MANAGER           
CITY OF CONCORD                           CITY OF CONCORD                         
1950 PARKSIDE DRIVE                       1950 PARKSIDE DRIVE, MS 01/A            
CONCORD, CA  94510                        CONCORD, CA  94519                      
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
THALIA N.C. GONZALEZ                      SCOTT MCKOWN                            
LEGAL COUNSEL                             C/O CONT OF MARIN ISTD                  
THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE                 MARIN TELECOMMUNICATION AGENCY          
1918 UNIVERSITY AVE., 2ND FLOOR           371 BEL MARIN KEYS BOULEVARD            
BERKELEY, CA  94704                       NOVATO, CA  94941                       
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
BARRY F. MCCARTHY, ESQ.                   TIM HOLDEN                              
ATTORNEY AT LAW                           SIERRA NEVADA COMMUNICATIONS            
MCCARTHY & BARRY LLP                      PO BOX 281                              
100 PARK CENTER PLAZA, SUITE 501          STANDARD, CA  95373                     
SAN JOSE, CA  95113                                                               
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
CHARLES BORN                              JOE CHICOINE                            
MANAGER, GOVERNMENT & EXTERNAL AFFAIRS    MANAGER, STATE GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS       
FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS OF CALIFORNIA     FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS                 
9260 E. STOCKTON BLVD.                    PO BOX 340                              
ELK GROVE, CA  95624                      ELK GROVE, CA  95759                    
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
KELLY E. BOYD                             ROBERT A. RYAN                          
NOSSAMAN,GUTHNER,KNOX AND ELLIOTT         COUNTY COUNSEL                          
915 L STREET, SUITE 1000                  COUNTY OF SACRAMENTO                    
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                     700 H STREET, SUITE 2650                
                                          SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                   
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SUE BUSKE                               
THE BUSKE GROUP                         
3001 J STREET, SUITE 201                
SACRAMENTO, CA  95816                   

State Service

ALIK LEE                                  ANNE NEVILLE                            
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION       
TELECOMMUNICATIONS & CONSUMER ISSUES BRA  CARRIER BRANCH                          
ROOM 4101                                 AREA 3-E                                
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                     
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214           
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
APRIL MULQUEEN                            JENNIE CHANDRA                          
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION       
DIVISION OF STRATEGIC PLANNING            EXECUTIVE DIVISION                      
ROOM 5119                                 ROOM 5141                               
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                     
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214           
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
JOSEPH WANZALA                            MICHAEL OCHOA                           
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION       
TELECOMMUNICATIONS & CONSUMER ISSUES BRA  TELECOMMUNICATIONS & CONSUMER ISSUES BRA
ROOM 4101                                 ROOM 4102                               
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                     
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214           
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
ROBERT LEHMAN                             SINDY J. YUN                            
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION       
TELECOMMUNICATIONS & CONSUMER ISSUES BRA  LEGAL DIVISION                          
ROOM 4102                                 ROOM 4300                               
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                     
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214           
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
TIMOTHY J. SULLIVAN                       WILLIAM JOHNSTON                        
CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION       
EXECUTIVE DIVISION                        TELECOMMUNICATIONS & CONSUMER ISSUES BRA
ROOM 5204                                 ROOM 4101                               
505 VAN NESS AVENUE                       505 VAN NESS AVENUE                     
SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214             SAN FRANCISCO, CA  94102-3214           
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
DELANEY HUNTER                            EDWARD RANDOLPH                         
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CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION         CHIEF CONSULTANT                        
EXECUTIVE DIVISION                        ASSEMBLY COMMITTEE/UTILITIES AND COMMERC
770 L STREET, SUITE 1050                  STATE CAPITOL                           
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                     SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                   
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
                                                                                  
RANDY CHINN                             
SENATE ENERGY UTILITIES & COMMUNICATIONS
STATE CAPITOL,  ROOM 4040               
SACRAMENTO, CA  95814                   
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